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« 88} occurred between unknown school criteria and dofinttion 1. 
Materately ign correlations also were observed between school 
eriteria aad definitions & ir, + of€), 7 (ry @ 063),.9 (ry = 059), acd 
& and 6 ie © 58), Negative carrelations occurred betweea wikngwn | 
-schoat criteria and operational izations af seatter™ , (def ini bing 
(i-14). Theos, the unknown gchool eriteria were assoc lated primary ly 
with the 1976 tederal formala for ahility-achievesont ‘discrepancy 
(datinitios 2} a3 well as with mila and maiterate levels af law 
schiewerent (definitions 759) and other operationalizations of 
abi lit y-aenieverent Wserepaacy (definitions 4 and 6). In addition, 
elassificatioa a6 10 by the unkasiva Seppo! criteria wag assac fated 
with small rather than large aniaits of scatter " 

Seng! classifications based upon the Wad savere-def icit 
eriterion were moderately correlated with operatianalizations of both 
ahility-achieverant discrepancy (definitions ¥, 2, 4, and 4) and low 
achievenant {dafiaitions Ze a, and 9), There was, essentially ao 


relationship between the Wed cpiterian and operatioaalizations | of | 
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scatter, ' 

in general, carrelatiogs between classifications made by the | 
definitions and classifications made on the basis of unknown sehaol 
-eriteria xere niqher than correlations betanen daP initions and the Hed 


| severeatef leit criterion, 
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Peevigus research in the field of Jearniag dis ab LT ALAR Faas 


that the er tterts uéed ta define the protien are both amb iquous and 


contradictory (Adelman, 19795 Vaughan & Hodges, 1973). Yartahilizy in. 


defiaitiens is Vikely ta produce differences in the nubian of 
atuieets wid are identified. The results af this study clearly 
Wifiate that varigus definitions of learning disabilities produce 
significant differences In the total nusher of students ident yf ted. 
Svat lar results were obtained by Yaseldyke, Aigazzine, and Epps (in 


ress) with high-schoo! students, in the present research, severe 


definitions of low achievement and abi lityeachieverant discrepancy 


identified small percentages of students. in contrast, mild 


det int ang af abi ity-achieveiment discrepancy, anf ta a ldcsar 


extent, mild definitions of low achievement anid Yorba l~Par formance 


: discrepancy, identified considerably larqer percentages of students as 


LB | | 
The lack of aqreanent on how to dafine learning disabilities fas 
fsa 4 Sigatficant impact on both the reasearch Literature and sehaal~ 


classification pracedures, ,fesearchers and educational personnel have 
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selected dissimilar samples based upon divarse definitional eriterta . 


“asing different sychoeducat tonal devices. Students ident ified as Lf 


in one setting are vary likely to be een pee those Wont 1f 18d 
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as LD in another settings / 
“Results of this invastiqat fon provide an example of how schools 


classification procedures | vary with the locale, fespite the 


similarities in scores aarned on aptitude and achievement measures for: 


* ‘ . ¥. 
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qubsasples Land 3, noticeable aitterences were Obs served in the extent 


fa which each gabgroup qualified a5 LD nada the various dof initinchy, : 


Hifferences tn tho percentages of stadants identified were east 


appsreat in the lowoachtevenent, definitions, although differences were 


also noted in definitions of abiiityeachievemant discrepancy and 


Yerbal-Per formance gigerapancy, 


Hisagreerent about the det inition of learning dis pabiities ay. 


hoon well documented. Even if we wire able to. reach @ consensus on a 


daftatition, aiffarences are likely to recatn in the way the definition 


is. operationalized. For example, if we asoute that learning dicabied 
students wanifest 4 discrepancy between ability and achtevement, ve 


then nave to worey about how ue are going to operationalize gue 
definition, Selection of one oparational definition over another will 


not necessarily result in identification of the same number of — 


Stgdents, 
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Results fron this investigation provide a clear example of the 
arobles, Although one would expect high correlations between the 


Wandeack«Johngon severedefiett criterion and other aperat tonal 


definitions of abitity-aciievenagt discrepancy, the correlations ere 
only moderate at best. the Wasdcack=Johnson criterion correlated rast. 


highly (ry « 67) with a 2-point discrepancy (definition 4), It alse 


correlated moderately well with the 1976 federal formula for 
discrepancy {ry © oA7} and with 10 and 20-potnt discrepancies frp - 


o4lj. Bevever, there was & zero correlation with the alternate 


+ discrepancy formula (definition 5) and a neqative correlation 
cs w=) with Rykebust's $ Lesraing duot {ent The wee of abilitye 
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derive tne socercs that ace Input inte the farsula. A Bigs erepane ¥ 


apparent wing one graup of tests, sugh a6 the woodnock= Jatin, Be 


‘aotitede and achiivement Leuts, i not always generalizable te other 
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eperationaiize ¢ definition involves the low-schieverant definitions, 
Befinition, ? and & noth reflect mild degeves of low achievesmat, 
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are fom-LO. Geopite the cosqiderable overlap in thé two, they 
aisagreed Ga te cliscif teat ion of if. students. This diserepancy 


“points cut the fact that students coutd either be labeled LO or dented 


LO services simply a6 a function of a single subtest 
ss Resitignat complications are encountered when attempts are made 


tH Operationalize the definitions. Kot only are there differences 
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different tests, but resvife alse may be differentially biased 
depending on tee match bekween the curriculum and test (see Jenkins & 
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by the agount of decision making required of dtagnastic - personnel, 
For example, some professionals wil] compute estimated true scores and 
confidence intervals rather than rely on obtained scores, Such a 
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identified hy ore than one definition! Ae optimictin interpretanien 

af this apparent Tregnsistency assumes thal the Schools sare sot 


sperahing Gn & capricious bests, and that other types of information, 


heyond poythorateie data, antercd inte these classification dee ietans, 


there are several ezaeples of addstional fachorg trat ay 


wif loance classification decisians. First, direct abservatiseal data 


ge @ student's nehavior fe.g., disruptive behavior), acts! clacurece 


work, and information from eriterion-referenced Leste mignt be 
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‘otufents fqueh as cet, sucioeconomic status, physical appearance, and 
race) apparently enter inte the dec igtonenaking process (see Yoseldyne 
& Bigorzine, 1979, for 4 review}. In the prevent study, no date were 


geet lable on the extent to weich these possibilities influanced echoes? 
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Bias May Paee entered inte te regultg. fo data were avai lane 
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decigions. Althgugh cuth a procedure ig clearly iraporopeiate feance 


upon relecting, the ctudent io Ivkely to obtain @ markedly different. 


yeare), th oes reflect common practicas {see Thurlow & Yoseldyte, 
1979; Yeselcyee, Aigerrine, Regan, & Potter, 1930). 
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